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REMARKS 

Claims 1 - 12 are currently pending in the application. Claims 1 and 3 have been amended. 
Accordingly, claims 1 - 12 are presented for reconsideration and reexamination in view of the following 
remarks. 

In the outstanding Office Action, claims 3, 9, 10, and 12 were objected to because of 
informalities; claims 1, 2, 4 - 8, and 1 1 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U. S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0029703 to Kubota; claims 3, 9, 10, and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kubota in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,401,606 to Sato. 

By this Amendment, claims 1 and 3 are amended; and the prior art rejection is traversed. 
Support for the amendments to claim 1 can be found for example in the specification on page 24, 
paragraph beginning on line 22, on page 25, paragraph beginning on line 13, and on page 27, 
paragraph beginning on line 18. Claim 3 has been amended to correct antecedent basis problems as 
pointed out by the Examiner. 

It is respectfully submitted that the above amendments introduce no new matter within the 
meaning of 37 U.S.C. § 132. 

Objection to the Claims 

The Examiner objected to the claims because of informalities. In particular, in claim 3 there is no 
antecedent basis for "the lighting start key" on line 4, "the blinking start key" on line 7, and "the un-lighting 
start key" on line 9. 
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Response 

In response, in claim 3 "the lighting start key" has been changed to -the start key lights to 
indicate-, "the blinking start key" has been changed to -the start key blinks to indicate-, and "the un- 
lighting start key" has been changed to -the start key un-lights to indicate-. 

As Applicants have amended the claims according to the Examiner's suggestions, Applicants 
respectfully request that the objection of the claims be withdrawn. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. S102(e) 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 2, 4 - 8, and 1 1 as being anticipated by Kubota. 

Response 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

For a reference to anticipate an invention, all of the elements of the claimed invention must be 
present in the reference. The test for anticipation under section 102 is whether each and every 
element as set forth in the claims is found, either expressly or inherently, in a single prior art reference. 
Verdegaal Bros. V. Union Oil Co. of California, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987. The 
identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the claim. Richardson v. Suzuki 
Motor Co., 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). The elements must also be arranged as 
required by the claim. In re Bond, 15 USPQ2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

Applicants submit that Kubota et al. fails to disclose each and every element of the claims. 
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In the present invention, a relation between the stencil making process and the printing process 
is achieved by a visual display which indicates whether a setting is made to stop the processing after 
the stencil making process or after the printing process. 

Kubota et al. discloses a printing control apparatus having printing order information 
producing function. The printing control apparatus meets a user's purposes in multi-color 
printing. Even when replacing a printing drum with a new one, printing order information is produced 
according to an image ink color to control the printing operation of the stencil printing machine. See 
paragraphs [0007] and [0009]. Other objects of the invention are described in paragraphs [0011] and 
[0013]. 

In Kubota et al, paragraphs [0061] and [0062] describe the scheduled printing order 
information provided on the page summary display 81. Paragraphs [0063] - [0071] describe the 
basic sequence of a process to be executed for producing scheduled printing order information. 
Paragraph [0085] describes a display panel 52 for displaying timings for replacing the printing drums 
and progressive status of the printing operations. 

However, Kubota et al. fails to discuss anywhere in the specification or show anywhere in the 
drawings the features recited in amended claim 1 of the present invention. Namely, the element 
referred to by the Examiner as a work process progress display unit, display panel 52, is not 
configured to display a progress status of each work process , wherein at least one work process 
is different from another work process (emphasis added). Instead, the display panel 52 of the 
stencil printing machine merely instructs the user about timings for replacing drums and 
progressive status of printing operations. Applicants respectfully submit that the display panel 52 
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of Kubota et al. does not display a progress of two different work processes, in particular, a 
stencil making process and a printing process. 

Further, the element referred to by the Examiner as a work process stop display unit, 
printing termination display 83 does not correspond to each work process. As recited in amended 
claim 1, the display 83 does not make a display as to whether the processing apparatus is to be 
stopped or a work process scheduled to be subsequently performed is to be continuously executed in 
accordance with a work process to be executed at an end of the work process, wherein the 
work process stop display unit dynamically expresses the work processes un der progress by 
combinations of one of stop status and continuous status (emphasis added). Instead, the display 
83 merely shows check marks being applied to the respective terminated printing drums 25 while 
giving highlights on the scheduled printing order displays related to the terminated printing 
drums 25. Applicants respectfully submit that the display 83 of Kubota et al. does not 
dynamically express the stencil making and printing processes under progress by combinations of 
the turning on and off of the block and bars. 

In addition, nowhere in the reference does Kubota et al. discuss a control unit that 
automatically selects at least one work process as recited in amended claim 1 . 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the control apparatus in Kubota et al. merely 
uses the printing order information, to detect ink color and an order of each page to be printed, thereby 
reducing the number of times the printing drum is replaced. See Abstract. 

In contrast, in the present invention, a user can visually determine which work process(es), 
stencil making, and/or printing is/are being performed to improve efficiency. 

Therefore, as Kubota et al. fails to disclose each and every element of independent claim 1, 
Applicants traverse the rejection. 
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Moreover, as claims 2, 4 - 8, and 1 1 depend from claim 1, Applicants submit that these claims 
are also allowable for at least the same reasons. 

Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1, 2, 4 - 8, and 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) should be 
withdrawn. 



Resection under 35 U.S.C. 8 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected claims 3, 9, 10, and 12 as being unpatentable over Kubota et al. in 
view of Sato. 

Response 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the Examiner must establish: (1) that 
some suggestion or motivation to modify the references exists; (2) a reasonable expectation of 
success; and (3) that the prior art references teach or suggest all the claim limitations. Amgen, 
Inc. v. Chugai Pharm. Co. , 18 USPQ2d 1016, 1023 (Fed. Cir. 1991); In re Fine , 5 USPQ2d 1596, 
1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988); In re Wilson , 165 USPQ 494,496 (C.C.P.A. 1970). 

It is respectfully submitted that the combination of references fails to teach or suggest all 
the claim limitations. 

Kubota et al. has been discussed above and does not disclose the features of claim 1 of the 
claimed invention. The Examiner cites Sato in an attempt to cure the deficiencies of Kubota et al. as 
it refers to claims 3, 9, 10, and 12. 

Sato teaches a stencil printer. Even assuming arguendo that Sato teaches an arrow 152 
that disappears and blinks, Sato fails to cure the deficiencies of Kubota et al. because like Kubota 



Page 1 1 



Application No. 10/782,767 
Reply to Office Action 
mailed September 9, 2005 
Art Unit 2854 



et al., Sato also does not teach the features of claim 1. Namely, a work process progress display 
unit; a work process stop display unit and a control unit. 

Claims 3, 9, 10, and 11 depend on claim 1, and consequently, they are also patentable over 
the prior art for at least similar reasons. 

It is respectfully submitted that the combination of references fails to teach or suggest all 
the claim limitations. Therefore, Applicants request that the rejection of claims 3, 9, 10, and 1 1 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) be withdrawn. 



In light of the foregoing, Applicants submit that the application is now in condition for 
allowance. If the Examiner believes the application is not in condition for allowance, Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner contact the undersigned attorney if it is believed that such 
contact will expedite the prosecution of the application. Favorable action with an early allowance 
of the claims is earnestly solicited. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 
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